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Continued from Nov. Zool. xvii, p. 503 (1910).
By GREGORY M. MATILEWS.

FJYHE succeeding notes refer, as in the previous part, almost entirely to Anstralian

birds, but those dealing with generic names in some cases will appeal to
stuadents not interested in that fauna. I wish to acknowledge the invalnable aid
given by Mr. (!, Davies Sherborn in the matter of obtaining dates; indeed, without
his assistance some of these notes would not have been written. At the end of the
Australian notes 1 have added a few which deal entirely with extra-Australian
birds, but contain points which seem necessary to be recorded.

Since the publication of my econclusions regarding the invalidity of the
lmsaom'm genera 1 have received the “Ol)llllol]b rendered by the International
Commission on Zoological Nomenelatare.”  Opinion No. 20 scems to have a direet
bearing on the matter of Brisson, and the aceeptance of the Summary there arrived
at wonld necessitate the recognition of the genera proposed by Brisson. The
printed Discussion, however, eontains points which reguire reconsideration.

Of Gronov’s species it is written, * Issentially, Gronow’s specific designations
are polynominal and diagnostic,” and then the conclusion reads, “ It is clear that
(ironow’s nomenclature is binary—that is, he names two units or things, genera
and specfes.” I would agree with Hoyle that * Gronow has not applied the
principles of binary nomenclatnre.”

Article 2 states: “The scientific designation of animals is uninominal for
snbgenera and all higher gronps, binominal for species, and trinominal for sub-
species.” Inasmuch as Gronov failed to comply with this artiele, which is certainly
a vital principle, he did not apply the prineiples of binary nomenclature, and hence,
according to Article 25, his names are invalid. That this reasoning is valid cannot
be denied, as Article 2 is not split into sections but reads consecutively, and must
be aceepted or rejected as a whole, not partim. Otherwise it might be claimed
that the Grouovian specific names, which are by ehance binominal, should receive
recognition ; indeed, this privciple has bLeen carried ont with regard to some, not
consistently binomial, writers.

But my main, and to me unauswerable, argument against Drisson was that
he was non-binomial. I interpreted the word **binary” as equivalent to “binomial,”
and used the latter as more familiar to my readers. According to the reading of
the Commission ““ binary ” has an altogether different meaning. 1 am inclined to
question the correctness of the Commission’s ruling in this matter, and herewitl
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give my reasons. From the British Association Code of 1842 until the luternational
Code the word “binomial 7 was nsed. In that Code the word “ binary” was
substituted, apparently on acconnt of the use of trinomials. 1t has been accepted
as corresponding absolntely to binomial by all the leading writers on nomenclatare
in every branch of seience. As the meaning of “binary nomenclature” the standard
dictionaries give “binomial nomenclature,” and of “binary name,” “binomial name.”

That such was the intention of the compilers of the International Code is
clearly shown by the wording of Article 26, which reads :

“ Art. 26.—The tenth edition of Linnd's Systema Naturae, 1758, is the work
which inangnrated the consistent general application of the binary nomenclature
in zoology. The year 1758, therefore, is accepted as the starting-point of zoological
nomeunelature, and of the Law of Priority.”

There can be no doubt from the wording of this Article that only a substitute
name for Linomial was proposed. Linné’s 10th Edition of the Systema Naturae,
1758, oid inaugurate consisteat benomial nomenclature, but it certainly cannot
e stated to have introduced consistently binary™ as nnderstood by the Com-
mission’s nomenclature.  That was adopted by Linné in his 1st 1idition, 1735, and
from that date he was always © binary ” until 1755, when he became ¢ hinomial ”
thronghont in his writings.

I therefore submit that the meaning given to the word “binary 7 must be
governed Dy the context, and that in view of Article 26 it can have wvone other
than that used by me, /.. absolutely equivalent to binomial.

Page ~: Genus X1 [’tilopus is preoceupied by Schonherr, fsis p. 1140 (1523).
5 12:  XXN. Ralline must be reinstated.

1n the last number of the Nor. Zool. p. 493 1 proposed the rejection of Rullinu
(auct.), not Reichenbach, and the snbstitution of [luryrone Bonaparte.

While the matter was in the press I came across a note by Witmer Stone
(Proc. Jead. Nat. Sci. Philad. p. 141, 1894) which, although Stone had arrived
at the same conclusion as myself, provided data which led me to reconsider the
question.

It appears that Stejneger (Proc. U. S. Nat. Mus. x. p. 395, 1587) over
twenty years ago had anticipated me in advising the misuse (apparent) ot falline
and the neeessity of using fwryrona. His arenments led to a different source of
Rallina, and consequent invalidity of the conclusions of Stejueger, Witmer Stone,
and myself.

Stejueger (p. 396) wrote :—

IS46. - Corethrura Gray, Gen. B3 1ii, p. 595 (type R. ceylonicus Gm.) uee Reichb,
1855, Halling Gray, Cat. Gen. p. 120 (tvpe R. fasciatus Rafll.) nec Reichb.
Unfortunately he did not say what he considered Corethrura Reichb.
or Rallina Reichl. to refer to.
Witmer Stone, probably basing his researches upon this groundwork, gave
more detail, thus:—
Ou p. 132—
1848, Ralliva Reich. Syn. Av.vol. iii. Rasores—type K. maximus Vieill. ;
and on p. [41—

Iat6. Rallina Gray, (fen, Birds iii. p. 595—type £, zeylanicus Gm. (nec Rallind
Reichb.).
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Throngh an apparcut oversight le then rejected Gray’s name, though obviously
it had priority.

Moreover, on p. 134 he had stated that Reichenbach first proposed the name
Rallina in his Synopsis Avium vol. iii. Rasores, fam. Rellinee, which agrees with
his qnotation on p. 132,

Referenee to Gray’'s (renera [irds iil. settled the matter, for on p. 595 Gray
introduced ¢ Corethrure Reicb.,” naming thirty-one species but designating no
type. A footnote reads: “ Istablished by M. Reichenbaeh in 184 ?  Rallina of
the same anthor is synonymous.”

The second species, however, is thas treated :—

“2. C. fasciata (Rafll), Linn. Trans. xiii. p. 328; Gallinula enryzona Temm.,
Pl. col. 417; Rullus ruficeps Cuvi—type of Rallina Reich. 1845.”

This was dated November 1846. Hence we have definitely :—

Rallina (Reich.) Gray 1546—type 12, fusciata Rafll., as R. ruficeps Cav. =
B. fasciate Rafil,

All quotations as to fl«llina and its type are somewhat after this style (Cat.
Birds xxiii. p. 74) :—

Ralling Reiehen. Hand). Fulicar. p. xxi. (1346).

This reference is apparently incorrect as to the date, but I eannot get to
the truth regarding Reichenbach’'s works. According to Meyer in his ludexr zu
L. Reichenback’s Ornith. Werken, pablished in 1879, the date of the publication of
the family Rallinae was Deeember 30, 154G, and of the synopsis Natatores, ete.
1548, If these be accurate then Rallina must be quoted as of Gray’s introdaction.
Even if Rallina was published prior to Gray’s use, no type was designated anterior
to Gray's selection.

The type selections, both for Corethrura and Lalling, given by Stejueger and
Witmer Stone, are inaceurate, the type of Corethrure Reichenbaeh having been
fixel by Reichenbach himself in the Nut. Syst. Vigel p. xxiii. 1852 as jardinii
A. Smith, whieh is one of the species originally included by Gray.

Puge 14 : Species 68. Aptenodytes patugonica Miller, Var. Subj. Nat. Ilist. pt. iv.
pl. 23 (1778)
replaces .. forster: Gray.

The latter speeies has not yet been recorded from Australia, whereas the former
has recently been noted from Tasmania.

When 1 reviewed the nomenclature of the Penguins (Noc. Zool. vol. xvii.
p. 495, 1910) 1 indieated the existence of the Millerian plates but questioned their
publieation. While the paper was in the press I noted their qnotation by Boddaert,
and since then T have scen that Riehmond has dated the entrance of Aptenodytes
from Miller 1738 (L’roc. U. S. Nat. Mus. vol. xxxv. p. 590, 1908), and that Riley
(luk, p. 269, 1903) has given details of these Millerian plates. Their recognition
will give stability to the genns .lptenodytes as generally accepted. Therefore
Aptenodytes will date from Miller (1773), and the type (by monotypy) sAptenodytes
patagonica Miller.*

* It is worthy of remark that these plates of I'enguins (for others were issued later) scem {o be the
ones from which the illusirations were made that appear in Forster’s paper. The original drawings of
Geo. Forster in the Dritish Muscum show that they were the source of both J. R, Forster’s and Miller's
Plates.  They have, in Geo. Forster's handwriting, * I'ublished by J. I, Miller,” and also reference to J, R,
Forster’s paper in Comment, Gotling.
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Page 16: Species 84. Puffinus brevicaudus Gould

replaces 2. tenuirostris Temminck. A
21 : Species 126, Sterna striate Grelin, Syst. Nat. NX1th Bd. p. 608 (178%9)

replaces Sterna frontalis Gray.
This is a change that should have been made long ago, and T now find that
Sharpe (Mist. Coll. 13. M. vol. il. p. 204, 1906), from a study of Ellis’s drawings,
has already pointed out its necessity.
Page 21 : Geuns LXXLL Megalopterus Boie, Isis p. 930 (1826)

replaces Jicranous Sanuders.

”

In the Jsis p. 980 (1826) Bois introduced his new genus thus :—

Megalopterus tenuirostris Tem. col. 202, n.s.w.

Saunders in the Cat. Birds xxv. p. 136, 1596, placed this genus in the synonymy
of slnons, stating Megalopterus Boie, Isis p. Y80, 1326, of. id. op. eit. 1844,
pp. 187-8—type .L stolidus 3 aud in the synonymy of A. stolidus (p. 137) gave
Megalopterus tenuirostris Boie, /sis p. 980, 1826 (uec Temm,, cf. Boie, /sis pp. 187=5,
1844).

Bnt in the Js/s (1844), at the quotation made, Boie only referred his Megalo-
pterus to the synonymy of lnous (Leach) Steph. (1325), on the score of priority,
using both gencra with their wide significations. Boic also identified tenuirostris
Tem., PL col. 202, with St. senex Leach. That action had no eflect either npon the
generic status of Megalopterus nor the specific of tenuirostris Tem., 'L col. 202 I
Temninek’s species were valid, and if ever generically sepzrable, no other conrse
was open save the adoption of Boie’s name. This was made absolute by Gray,
who, in his List Genera Birds p. 79, 1840, included JMegalopterus Boie (type)
AL tenuirostris Temminck, PL col. 202. Yet in the BLull. £. O. €. No. xxiii,
p. xix, 1893, Saunders proposed a new genns Jlicrarous for Sterna tenuirostris
Temminck. 1In the Cat. Birds Saunders retained his own genus, dealing with
Megalopterus Boie as stated above, and as the introduction of tenuirostris gave
Il col. 202,

Page 23 : Genns LXXXI. Lobibyw 1leine, Nomencl, Mus. Iein, p. 334, 1599
replaces Lobivanellus nee Strickland.

Strickland, in #roc. Zool. Soc. Lond. p. 32, 1841, propased Sarciophoruws
fur three birds, the first-named being pileatus Gmelin. On p. 33 he introdueed
Lobiranellus, to which he referred nine species, the first of which was goensis
Gmelin.  The same year Gray in his 2ud Edition of his List Genera Birds included
there two genera (p. 84), and designated as types the first-named species in cach
case.

In his Nat. Syst. Vigel p. xviii, 1832, Reichenbach made a new disposition
thus :—

Lobivanellus. Type L. lobatus Latham,
Sarciophorus. » S pectoralis; and proposed
SUrcogramnins. » . gocnsis Gmelin.

Ol course these designations are invalid owing to the prior action of Gray,
but in the Cat, Birds xxiv. Reichenbach has been followed with regard to Lobicancllns
and Sarcogrammes, though the error was noted when dealing with Sureiophorus.
Consequently Lobibye of Heine must be used tor Lobivanellus of the Cat. Lirds,
and Lobicanellus will be the name of the genus there ealled Swreogrammus.
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Page 23 : Species 14%. Lobibyx noraehollundiae Stephens, in Shaw’s Gen, Zool.
vol. xi. pt. ii. p. 516 (1519)
replaces L. lobatus ¢ Latham ™ Vieill,

Latbam proposed the name 7yinga lobate in the Suppl. Index Ornith, p. 1sv,
1801, for this bird, but that combination had been ntilised by Linné in the Syst.
Nat, Xth Ed. p. 148 (1753) for another species.  Vieillot’s Vanellus lobatus (Noue.
Dict. et Ilist. Nut, vol. xxxv. p. 200, 1819) is simply a new generic location for
Latham’s species, so that we have to fall back npon Stephens’s name as above,

Page 24 : Genus LXXXIV, Plurialis Schaefter, Mus. Ornith, p. 48 (1789)—type
P, awrea—Charadrus plucialis Linné
replaces Charadrius nec Linuné.
Genus LXXXYV, FKupode Brandt, in Tchihatcheff’s 1oy Sei. Altad
Oriental p. $44 (1345)—type (by monotypy) £ caspia Pallas
replaces Oclithodromus Reichh, 1852
Genus LXXXVI. Claradrius Linné, Syst. Nat. Xth Ed. p. 150 (1758)—
type C. hiaticuly
replaces «legialitis Doie, 1822,
26: Genns XCV, Tringe Linné, Syst. Nat, Xth Ed. p, 148 (1758)—type
1. ocrophus
replaces Jlelodromas Kanp (1829).
Genus XCVL. Heteroscelus Baird, Rep. Fipl. Sure. Railr. Pac. Ocean
vol, ix. p. 734 (1858)
replaces Hetcractit!s Stejneger, 1884,

n

Refer to note nnder Genus CXLVIIL, Ozyure (p. 9).

Page 27: Genus XCVILL. Xenws Kaunp, Skizz. Entwick. Gesch. Nat. Syst. p. 115
(1829)
replaces Terekic Bonaparte, 1838,

The same remark applies as to the preceding.

Page 28: Genns CVI1, Canutus Brehm, dgel Deutschl. p. 653 (1831)—type
C. canutus L,
replaces 7ringa nec Linné,

In Nowe. Zool. vol. xvii. p. 502, 1910, I pointed out that under existing
laws  Curvirostra Scopoli shonld replace Lorie as currently accepted. In a
footnote Dr. Hartert drew my attention to the fact that by the exercise of
tantonymy Lo.cia conld be preserved. Privately he referred me to the published
Opinious of the International Clommission on Nomenelature, where Opinion No. 16
dealt with tantonymy as applicable to the Linnean genera. That Opinion, while
ruling that it was & most desirable proceeding to have the type of the Linnean
genera fixed by this method when available, carefully decided to say nothing
with regard to the only debatable cases, and wrote: ¢ 1f any author attempts
to construe the eases (viz, 7ringu, Charadrius) under the present ruling, the burden
of proof to show that he is justified in the procedure rests upon him.” [ consider
this a most unscientific proceeding, and feel that if the Linnean genera can
lawfully have types fixed by this method (viz. tantonymy), all that will admit
of such fype fixation must De so treated, Conscquently 1 accept as type of
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Charadrivs Linné, Nth Ed. p. 130, 1738, Charadrius hiatiewle Linmé, and, as
type of Iringa Linué, Xth Ed. p. 148, 1758, Tringa ocroplus Linné.

1 do not fecl it necessary, the sentence of Cémmission Opinion No. 16 above
guoted notwithstanding, to give proof of the urgency of the alterations, but
nevertheless will place on record a few of the vicissitndes of Tringa.

When Bechstein (Ornith. Taschenb. Deutch.ii. p. 282, 1503) introdnced Totanus
he included in it speeies of Limosa, and in Zringa, p. 302, he inelnded both
oeroplus and canutus. In Vanellus, p. 312, he ineluded cancllus and squatarola.

Iliger in the Prodromus, p. 262, 1811, proposed Aetitis for a mixtare of
Limosa, Totanus, ete., and nsed Tringa, p. 263, for vanellus and squaturole. 1In
the _Vbhandl. K. PP, Wissen., 1812-13, p. 230, 1816, he accepted Zringu for what
he had called lefitis, and referred his prior acceptation of Tringa to Charadiius.

Temminek (Manuel o Ornith. p. xxxi, 1815) preserved 7ringa for the
“Tringoid ” species and Totanus for ¢ oekropus,” ete., using Tunellus for
squatarola and vanellus.

Koch (Syst. baier. Zool. p. xli, 1516) accepted the same disposition of the
species as Temminek.

Vieillot (.1nalyse wour. Ornith. p. 56, 1816) indicated as members of 7ringa—
Maubecke-Nlouette de Mer-Paon de Mer Buff.

Cuvier (Rgne Animal 1. p. 467, 1817) restricted 7ringe to sguatarele and
vanellus, designating the latter as 77inga s. str.; then joined the remaining
members of Linnés Tringa and Seopolar, and subdivided them into varions
sections. Ifor ewnutus he provided Calidris.

Forster (Syn. Cat. Brit. Birds p. 24, 1817) included eanutus in Tringa, but
put ocropus into Tolanus.

Stephens, in Shaw's (fen. Zool. vol. xii, pt. i. p. 89, 1824, used Calidris for
eanutus, not designating anything as typical of Tringa, p. 115, bat using it as
a name for the residnum after allotting the species he was familiar with to varions
genera.

Boie (/sis p. 560, 1322) followed Temminck, whilst Brehm (17dgel Deutschl.
p. 653, 1831) proposed Canutus for canutus, and Tringa, p. 650, he restricted to
maritime, & Gmelin-Linnean species.

Fleming (P4, Zool. ii. pp. 235-6, 1822) followed (‘uvier, as did Lesson
(Manuel Ornith. 1828) and Kaup (Skizz. Entw. Geseh. Nat. Syst. 1529),

It would seem that it is quite a questionable matter as to the correct type
of Tringa, and Gray’s designation of 1840 (List Gen. Birds p. 69) is just as
nnsatisfactory. So that, accurately speaking, the aceeptance of tautonymy to fix
the type will settle a matter which cannot otherwise be considered as scientifically
decided.

The case of Charadrius is not quite the same, as the members of the genns
are very closely allied, and not much genus-splitting could be done. The intro-
duction of Plurialis by Schaeffer has however been consistently neglected, lts
type by tantonymy is /. aurea = Charadrius plurielis Linné.  This has been
commonly accepted as the type of Charadrius Linné, but some other species
must be selected,  The wisest course in this dilemma is the adoption of tantonymy
and the fixation of the type of Linué's Charadrius as hiatieula.

The division Oclthodromus must bear the prior name Fupoda of Drandt.
Some anuthorities may wish to ignore this name on acconnt ol a prior Lupodes,
but to such { would point out that Ockthodromns on the same gronnds wonld
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appear ineligible, as Ochthedromus was used previously [by Le Conte, Ann. Lye.
Nat. Hist. New York p. 453 (184%)] to Reiehenbach’s Ockthodromaus.

Page 25: Genus LXXXVILIL. /lypsibates Nitzsch. in Erseh. u. Gruber's FEneycl.
vol, xvi. p. 150 (1827)
replaces Himantopus Bonnaterre (preoccupied).

In the last number of Now. Zool. p. 499 I allowed the use of Iimantopus
Bonnaterre. I unfortunately overlooked the fact that this name was preoceupied
by Miller, Auim. Infus. p. 248 (1786), so that we have to fall back upon
Iypsibates, which was provided on aceount of the invalidity of /limantopus.

Macrotarsus was introduced by Laeépide (Zwbl. Ois. p. 18, 1799) for this
genus, but it is unavailable from the fact that earlier in the 7uwbl. Mamm. p. 5,
1799, he had proposed the same name.

Page 28 : Species 181.  For this species acuminata Horsfield must be resnmed.

Examination of the Watling drawing upon which the species awrita was
founded, and which Sharpe (Ilist. Coll. I3.ML ii. p. 147) recognised as pertaining
to the species commonly known as aeuminate Horsfield proves it to he a good
figare of Linné’s Aypoleucos.

Sharpe’s determination seems to be purely a lapsus, as no reason for such
identification appears in the figure.

Page 28 : Species 184, Canutus magnus Gould, Proc. Zool. Soc. Lond, p. 39 (1848)
replaces C. crassirostrés Temminck and Schlegel, Fauna Japonica,
p. 107 (1849),

No proof of prior publication of €. erassirostris can be obtained.

Page 29: Genus C'IX. Irediparra nom. nov.
replaces flydralector anet. nec Wagler.

In the Jsis p. 279, 1832, Wagler introdneced a new genus JMetopidius for
“Latham’s Parra afvicant nnd Cuvier's Parra acnea.” On the next page he
proposed Ilydralector for « Vieillot’s Parra eristata, Nouv. Dict. 16, p. 450, and
Temminek’s Parra gallinacea Pli Col.” In the List Genera Dirds 1840 Gray
typified these genera thus:

Page 70 : Hydralector Wagl. 11, cristatus (Vieill) Wagl.
5, 1l: Metopidius Wagl. M. aencus (Cuv.) Wagl.

In the Cat. Birds xxiv. p. 73, 1896, these two species are synonymised with
Puarra indica Latham, which is cousidered the type of Mefopidinus. As a eon-
sequence [lydralcctor became an absolute synonym of Metopidius. Dut on p. 79
Hydralector is used, the type being given as I1. gallinaceus Temm.

However, that action cannot be admitted, and as no other name is available
I propose the above, with 1. gallinacens = Parra gallinacea Temm. as type.

Page 290 : Species 189.  Trackelia maldivarum Latham & Davies, Fawnwnda Tndica
p. 11 (1795)
replaces 1. oricntalis Leach (1820).
In the Fuunula Indiea p. 11, 1795, Latham & Davies proposed three names,
G. maldicarum, G. coromanda, and (. madraspatana, for the three varieties
deseribed by Latham in the Gen. Syn. Birds vol. v. p. 224. These have all
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been referred to the synonymy of the species npou which Leach bestowed the
name of orientalis twenty-five years later.

Page 29: Speeies 190.  Burhinus magnirostris Latham, Swppl. Index Ora,
p. Ixvi. (1801)
replaces B. grallarins Latham.

The name magnirostris was given on the same page as grallarius, bnt appeared
first. It has been ueglected owing to slight inaccuracies in the diagnosis. Both
names, as well as a third, were given to birds represented by drawings. 1 have
examined the drawings known as the Watling drawings, now in the British
Muasenm, and find that the one npon which magnirostris was founded is by far
the best representation of the bird. 1 tlerefore have no hesitation in adopting
this name in prefercnee to the two later ones, grallarius and fracnatus.

Page 30: Genus CX1IV. Choriotis (Bp.) Gray, Cat. (ien. Swubgen. Birds p. 109
(1855)

replaces fupodotis anct. nee Lesson,

Fupodotis was introduced by Lesson in the Recue Zool. ii. p. 47, 1839, for a
nomber of species, Otis rhaad, arabs, and others. The following year Gray typified
(List Genera Birds p. 64, 1340) Eupodotis by rkaad Gm. as of Lesson, Mus.
Senckend. 1. pl. 15.

In the Ann. Sei. Nat. Ser. iv. vol. i. Zool. p. 148, 1854, Bounaparte included
Choriotis, & nude name. In the Cat. Gen. Subgen. Dirds, p. 1049, 1853, Gray
noted :

Choriotis Pr. B. 1854, Type Otis arabs Linn.

The sueceeding year Bonaparte used Choriotis (Comptes Rendus xliii, p. 416,
1856), attaching thereto arabs, cristata, eduwardst, and australis.

In the Net. Syst. Vigel p. xxx, 1852, Reichenbaeh bad typified Fupodotis
Gray by O. arabs, and proposed Trachelotis with caerulescens as type.

In the Cat. Birds xxiii. 1894 is given :

Page 308 : Trachelotis Reichb. Type 7. cacrulescens.
»  S22: Fupodotis Lesson. y . arabs,

As congeneric with cacrulescens Vieill. is inclnded senegalensis Vieill,, as
a synonym of which is accepted rhaad (Mus, Senckend, il p. 230, taf. 15, 1837),
and rkaad Gm. is dismissed as indeterminable. Bnt Riippell’s fixation of rhaad
would seem to decide its identity, and hence Fupodotis must e resnmed for
the species iucladed in the Cat. Birds nnder Trachelotis, which becomes
syvonymous, and for the species typified by arabs, Choriotis mnst again, as
formerly, be recognised.

Page 30: Genus CXV. Mathewsia lredale, Bull, 3. 0. C. vol. xxvii. p. 47 (1911)
replaces _lutigone Reichb. (preocenpied).
w  33: Genus CXXXL lrdeiralle Bonaparte, Consp. Ae. di. o 131 (1856)
replaces Jupetor Ueine,

Dupetor was proposed (Nomencl. Mus. Hein. Orn. p- 308) as a substitate for
..ll'({(’il"(lﬂ(l, the latter name not meefing with approval on aceonnt of its unclassical
formation. 1 eannot generically separate the Australian bird from the type of
dArdeiralle, but to those more skilled the generie name Nanthocnus Sharpe
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(Dull. B. O. C. il p. xxxvii, 1804) introduced for the Austral-Malayan species
will be available.

Page 35 : Species 222. 1), gouldi Gould, Hundl. Birds Austr, ii. p. 374 (1865)
replaces D. arcuate Horsfield.

In the Cat. Birds, vol. xxvii. p. 153 Salvadori preferred 7). ¢rcuata Horsfield,
Zool. Ies. in Java, pl. 65, 1824, for the Anstro-Malayan species diflerentiated
from 7). jaranica of the same anthor previously proposed in the Trans. Linn. Soc.
Loud. vol. xiii. p. 199, 1822,

Salvadori accepted arcuata on the plate given, hut the letterpress covered
juranica. The facts are : Horsfield proposed juranice and noted varieties, one of
which agrees with the bird in question now considered specifically separable. In
his second paper he used arcuafe for the same group on account of its prior
introdnction by Cuvier in MS. only, and sank jecanica as a synonym of the later
arvcuata. Of course, in reality «rexata is a pure synonym of jaranice, the latter
having priority. Connt Salvadori, however, recognising that the fignre given
really belonged to onme of the varieties, used «rcuate as based on that figure,
thongh the text proved the contrary. This course is not permissible. As a
substitute T have fallen back upon gou/d7, which Gould accepted for the Anstralian
bird as of DBonaparte. Bonaparte's introdnction (Comptes Rendus, vol. xliii.
p. (49, 1856) was of a nude name only, so that the above quotation is the first
description.

Two other prior names have been nsed for this hird, bnt each I consider
inapplicable. Miller’s Anas badiv (Verk. Nat. Gesch. Land cn Volkenk., p. 159,
1842) is another nude name, whilst Fraser's .l. vagans was deseribed from the
Philippines (Zool. Typica, p. 68, 1849), and I am not inclined to accept it for
the Anstralian form.

Page 36 : Genus CXLVIIL Oxyura Bonaparte, Awn, Lye. Nat. Ilist. New York,
ii. p. 390, 1828
replaces Erismatura Bouaparte, 1831.

I am unabie to find that Owyure is preoccupied. I have noticed several
prior usages of Oxyurus, but none of Oxyura. Under the existing nomenelatorial
laws the latter must be used. 1 may state that 1 have earefully considered this
matter, as the American Ornithological Union have sanctioned the rejection of
some names ending in -ws on account of prior similar names ending in -« and
vice versa, but in other cases accepted some differing only in the same way, and
conclude that confnsion would ensue should the American Ornithological Union’s
views be adopted. Many changes wonld be necessary in the nomenclature of
Australian birds by following the American Ornithological Union Code. To those
who would wish to retain /Oismature T wonld point out that it wonld occupy an
unstable position. As far as I can trace, though that generic name, Gorn. Arcad. lii.
p. 208, is usually quoted as 1831, it was not published until well on in the ycar
1832, whereas Cercoxectes Wagler, /sis, 1832, p. 282, appeared early in that year
and appears to have priority.

TPage 38 : Species 244, Sula dactylutra Lesson, Traité d. Ornith. p. 6111 (1831)
replaces S. eyarops Sundevall, 1837,

In the Cat. DBirds, vol. xxvi. p. 430 Ogilvie-Grant accepted cyanops of
Sundevall (Physiogr. Sallsk. Tidsk. (Iand.) i. p. 218, 1837) in preference to
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Lesson's daetylatra, which first appeared in the Voy. Coquille i. p. 494, noting,
“The description of S. dactylatra given by Lesson is unnrecognisable,”  This
remark may be applicable to the note given in the Foy. Coquille, bat eertainly
not to the account in the 7r«ité, which fixes the speeies as the bird called
eyanops by Sundevall six years later. It appears probable that the Australian
bird will bear the name given to it by Gould, viz. personata, bot I have not yet
snfficient material to deeide.

Page 39 : Species 254, Cireus approcimans Peale, United States Expl, F.rped.
p. 04 (1849)
replaces (ireus gouldi Bonaparte, 1850,
o 40: Genus CLXI. [lieraactus Kanp, Clussif. Sdug. f* 1oy, p. 120 (1844)
replaces foutolmaetus Blyth, 1545,
. 41: Species 266. Haliastur lencosternus Gonld, Synops. Birds lustr. pt. iii,
April 1838
replaces I1. girrenera Vieillot.

Vicillot ((Galérie d”(is. i. pl. x. 1820) proposed Ialiaetus girrenera simply as
a uew name for the bird deseribed as Fulco pondeceriunus Gmelin, 1le wrote :
“Oun le tronve anssi, selon Latham, & la Nonvelle Hollande, ot il porte le nom
que nons lui avons conservé,” Of course this eannot be construed as separating
the Australian from the Indian bird, especially when the context is read. Con-
sequently we must revert to Gould’s name founded on the Australian species.

Page 44: Species 203. Ninow queenslundica Mathews, Dull, 5. (). €. xxvii.
p. 62 (1911)
replaces Ninox hwmeralis, Donaparte.

The later bird is confined to New Guinea, and is represented in Queensland
by a distinet form, as above.

Page 45 : Genns CLXXVIII, Eutelipsitta nom. nov.
replaces Psittenteles nec Bonaparte.
»w » Genus CLXXIX, Pusitteuteles Bonaparte
replaces Ptiloselera (Bp.) Gould.

In the Rev. Mag. Zool. vol. vi. p. 157, 1854, Bonaparte introduced Psitleuteles
with four speeies—zersicolor Vig., iris Temm., euteles Temm., and placens Temm.
No type was indicated, and therefore the following year Gray (Cat. tien. Subgen.
Birds, p. 88) selected the first named as type.

In the fandb. Birds dustr. ii. p. 98, 1865, Gonld used /Ptilosclera as of
Jonaparte for cersicolor alone. He referred to Ptiloselera versicolor, Comptes
Jtendus, 1857, but gave no pagination. In the Cat. Birds B. M. vol. xx. p. 66
Ptilosclera is accepted for the species versicolor.

Its entry is given as that of Bonaparte, Comptes Rendus, vol. xliv. p. 597,
1857, but at that place only the nnde name oceurs, no indication being given as
to its extent. The carliest systematic nse of the name I have traced is that of
Gonld, as above.

In the Cat. Birds xx. p. 63 Psitteuteles is also retained, the type being
sclected as . euteles Temminck., Dt Gray's designation invalidated all later
type differentiations, and consequently /tiloselera must be replaced by Psittenteles,
and a new name is necessary for the group erroncously known by the latter name.
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I therefore propose FEutelipsitta, and designate as type Psittacus cllorolepidotus
Kuhl,

Page 46 : Speeies 311.  Cyclopsitta leadbeateri McCoy, Annals Mag. Nat. 1list.
Ser. iv. vol. xvi. p. 54, July 1, 1875
replaces . maccoyi Gounld, Proc. Zool. Soc. Lond. p. 314, Ang. 1,
1875.
»w » Genus CLXXXIL Solenoglossus Ranzani, Elem. di Zool. iii. pt. ii. p. 18,
pl. v. figs. 2, 3, 1821
replaces Jlicroglossus Vieillot.

Salvadori’s reason for rejecting Solenoglossus, as given in the Cat. Birds
xx, p. 102 footnote, reads :

“Solenoglossus Ranz. has eertainly the priority over Microglossus Geoflr.,
but it eonveys quite a false idea of the strneture of the tongue.”

Thea follows a history of the name Jieroglossus.

It is interesting to note that Gray, in the List Genera Dirds, p. 69 (1841),
used Jicroglossum Geoffr., 1809 ; probably following Gray, Agassiz, in the Nonen.
Zool. Aves, p. 47, 1846, gave Microglossum Geoff, Ann. Mus. xiil. (1809).

But search throngh the Anaales Mus. & Iist. Nat. Paris, vol. xiii. (1809) does
not reveal Microglossum, though in that volume Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire introduced
a new genus Microductylus, 1 surmise that the similarity of names, throngh
inadvertence, cansed the reference of Microglossum to this place. T have looked
through all Saint-Hilaire’s papers withont result, and when he later discussed
Microglossus Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire did not elaim to have previously proposed
the name, and accepted it as of Vieillot, (falérie d’ Giseaunx i. p. 47, pl. 50.

In the same place Connt Salvadori pointed out that Probosciger Kuhl (Consp.
DPsitt. p. 12, 1820) was not proposed generically, but only the name given to
a seetion, and therefore did not recognise it as applicable from that introduction.
With this statement 1 quite agree, and refuse to accept names simply proposed
sectionally as of their sectional date.

But T noted that on p. 170 Connt Salvadori has allowed the use of Conurus,
which was proposed at the same time and in the same mauner as Probosciger, and
moreover dates it from the Consp. Psitt. of Kuhl. I eonsider it invalid as of that
place, and before it was taken np generieally .1ratinga would appear to have been
proposed by Spix (As. Bras. i. p. 29, 1824). Fnrther, the earliest use of Conurus
I can trace is that of Lessou, who, in the Manuel d’Orn. ii. p. 148, 1828, used it
subgenerically and cited as type Psittacus rufirostris L. enl. 550. This is one of
Kuhls original species, and therefore should Conurus be recognised as of Kuhl,
it follows that its type would of necessity be that speeies. In the Cut. Birds xx.
p. 443, the species, enl. 550, is called Peulacornis torquata Boddaert, the name
given to that fignre alone. It would thus follow that Conwrus Lesson, 1828,
should be quoted in the synonymy of alacornis. To refer it incorrectly to Kuhl,
1820, wonld mean the displacement of Palweornis by Conwrus. Consistently
Conurus must be displaced hy .lratinga.

Further, Count Salvadori (Cat. Birds xx. p. 138) rejected Micropsitta Lesson,
Traité dOrn. p. 646. 1831, in favour of Nasiterna Wagler, Mon. Dsitt. p. 498.
1832, No reason is given, but in the 7éis, 1906, p. 326, Count Salvadori has
explained, “ The latter name (Micropsitta) was proposed as a subgenus of Psittacus,
and not as a real genus,” Here Connt Salvadori is clearly at fault, as for nomen-
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clatorial purposes names proposed generically and subgenerically are of equal
value; therefore Nusiterna must be replaced by Micropsitta.
Page 47 : Genus CLXXXV. Cucato's Duwcéril, Zool. .tnalytique p. 50 (1506)
replaces Cacatna Vieillot.,
w5 Genus CLXXXVIL Leptolophus Swainson, Zool. [llustr. 1ind Ser. pl. 112
(1832-3)
replaces Calopsitta Yiesson, [llustr, Zool. pl. xlix. 1835.
In the Cat. Birds xx. p. V33, Calopsitta is preferred as of date May 1832
the month of Swainson’s genns not being given.
A casual examination of Lesson's work showed that Mai 1832 was only the
date of the text to pls. xlix. and L., and had nothing to do with publication.
The text to pls. xlv. and xIvi. is dated Juillet 1833,
Upon reference to the Bibliothéque Francaise I obtained the following dates.
The prospectus, noticed February 4, 1832, gave the information that the volume
wonld consist of 20 livrs., each livraison to contain 3 pls. with text, not paged, and
the first No. to be issued March 1, and thenee monthly,
The dates show that this was not carried out :

1 live, 3 plates. In §° de § sheet. July 14, 1832,

2, 3y, . L, Secpt.1,1832.
3 3, w3 . Oct. 13,1832
a 3y 3 ’ 33 } I Nov. 3, 1832,
T s I . Dee I,1832,
6oy, 3, Y S Ieb. 23, 1833,
T3y w . Y, April 13,1833,
&P 2] 3 2] 3 ‘lg 9 Allg. ]0, 1833.
o, 3 o2, Aug 24, 1N33,
0 3 , %, Oet. 19,1833,
e, 3, , 1, Dec 21,1833,
e, 3 T o Mareh 22, 1834.
13, 3 w L}, Mayl17, 1834
[ s 3, Aug. 2, 1834,
e, 3, w %, Jan 17,1835

No further notices appear in this jonrnal, but in the Comptes Rendus, December
1835, p. 517, livr. 18 and 20 are noticed.

As corroboratory evidence it may be noted that the text to pl. Ix. contains a
reference to Journal de ' Institut, No. 72, 27 Scptembre, 1834.

These dates, therefore, place.the publication of Calopsitta in 1835,

The Ist Scries of Swainson’s Zool. Ilustr. were published monthly, and the
2nd Series was commenced on the sume plan. They were announced on February 24,
1529, to appear mouthly. In the JMag. Nat. [list. vol. iv. p. 272, June 1831,
Swainson himself wrote, “ In each regular number (12 ont of 13) there are five
plates,” and in the same volnme, p. 555, wrote in a letter dated September 1831,
“The 17th and 15th came ont but a month ago.” He there threatencd to publish
only two more parts. Apparently this was done, and constitutes the first two
volumes., Then under pressure a third volume was nndertaken some time later,
aud it was completed early in 1333, the preface being dated Mareh 4, 1833, 1 have
been so far unable to fix the absolute date of the parts comprising this last volume,
but there cau be no donbt that the date given on the title-page, 1832-3, is correet,
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Consequently the date for Lepfolophus Swainson, at the latest, ts 1533, and it
has thus elear priority over Calopsitta.

It may be as well to note that Wagler, in the _lbhandl. Ak Wissensch.
Miinchen, 1. p. 490, proposed Nymphicus, and ineluded therennder two species,
bisetis and novachollandiae. This paper is dated 1832, and as I have shown above
was published about that date. In the List Genera Dirds, p. 51, 1340, Gray
typifies this genus by novackollundiae, and it would seem that another eonflicting
element was to be introdueed. Reference to Wagler’s paper, however, shows that
the genus was based on bisetis; novvehollundiae being included from literature
only, Wagler carefully noting, “Non vidi.” Under these circumstances I would
admit the abrogation of Gray’s type designativn and the retention of Nymphicus for
the disetis group.

While noting these Parrakeet names it is of interest to point ont that
Dasyptilus of Wagler (loc. cit. p. 502) is retained in the Cat. Birds xx. p. 335, in
preferenee to Psittrichas Lesson, while when Wagler introdnced his genus he
pointed out that he had been anticipated in publication by Lesson with Psittriches,
and it is this note that gives ns some idea of the date of publication of Wagler’s
paper.

As a synonywm of Psittacus pecquetii Less., Bull. des Sel. Naf. xxv. p. 241,
Juin 1831, Salvadori quotes Bunksianns fulgidus Lesson, Lraité  Ura. . 181, 1831
(type examined).

I have shown that this part of the 77aité o« Orn. was published in 1830 ;5 hencea
double change is necessary, and the bird called Dasyptilus pecquetii Lesson must
bear the name ’sittrichas fulyidus Lesson.

Page 47 : Speeies 327, L. awricomis Swainson, Zool. [l/us. TInd Ser. pl. 112 (1532-3)
replaces L. novachollandine Gmelin, Syst. Nat. XIlith Ed. 1785,
p. 828, not p. 316.

A8t Species 328, P, swainsonii Desmarest, Dict. Se, Nat. xxxix. p. 39 (1526)
veplaces £, barrabandi Swainson, 1821 (nec Kuhl, 1820),

w o Genas UXC. Aprosmictus Gould, Proc, Zool. Soc. Lond., 1542, p. 111
replaces Ptistes Gould, Handbook Dirds dustr. ii. p. 37, 1565,

5 s Genus CNCI. Aésterus nom. nov.,
replaces dprosmictus Gould, 1365, not 1842,

When Gould introduced his genns .1prosmictus he stated « Types Platycercus
scapulatus and erythropteras”  When Gray, in the Caf, Gen. Dirds, 1355,
designated types he selected the latter, und of course against this there can be
no objection. However, in 1565 Gould proposed a new name for the erythropterus
group, and restricted <Aprosmictus to the scapulutus group. This misuse of the
names was carefully noted by Gray in the [fundl. Gen. Sp. Dirds B, M, 1570,
who, as seetions ol Platycercus, gave

p- 188 g dprosmictus Gould, 1s42.
Syunonyw ’¢/stes Gould, 1565,
P

P 150 A
Syuonym dprosmictus Gould, 1563,
Yet, in the Cat. Birds, vol. xx., apparently following Gould, Salvadori retained

45l DPtistes. Type L. crythropterus.
D. 43D ¢ Ldprosmictus. » <L cyanopyyius.

] d it r. g H ) L) o « 3 3 1x
As Gray’s action settled the matter, there is no other course open save the
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introduction of a new name for the group crroneonsly known by the generic name
of Aprosmictus and the use of Aprosmictus for the genus hitherto known as Ptistes.

The type of Alisterus is . eyanopygius = Psittacus eyanopygius Vieillot.

Page 49 : Species 33~ Platyecrcus caledonicus Gmelin, Syst. Nat. Lop. 325 (175%)
replaces P flariventris Temm. (P, browwni Kuhl),
Npecies 344. {’. cecilae nom. nov.
replaces /' splendidus Gould, 1545 5 nee Shaw, 1792,
a0z Species 360, Pseplotus dulciei nom. nov.
replaces 1. multicolor Kubl, Mon. Psitt. p. 55 (1520), not Gmelin,
Syst. Nuat. p. 328 (1755),
., 5l: Genus CXCVIIL Lathamus Lesson, Traité &' Orn. p. 205 (15330)
replaces Souphema Wagler, 1832,

Oberholser, in the Swmithson. Aiscell. Coll. vol. xlviii. p. 61, 1905, discnssed
the names proposed for this genus, and accepted Euphema Wagler, and in my
Handlist 1 adopted his conclusion. Recently I have had occasion to go into
the matter more closely than at the time when I prepared my [Headlist, and
I find Oberholser’s decision must be reversed.

The first name to be introduced was Narodes, by Vigors & Horsfield in
the 7rans. Linn. Soc. Lond. vol. xv. p. 274, who designated as type Psittacus
discolor Shaw. Oberholser, accepting the date of this paper as 1827, rejected
Nuwodes on acconnt of the prior .Vanodes Schonherr, Cure. Disp. Meth. p. 322,
1526, But the part of the Linnean Transactions containing Nanodes was issued
in 1826, so that an awkward position wonld have resulted had it not been that
Schinherr ltad previonsly published Nunodes in the [lsis, p. 537, 1825 so that,
thongh Mr. Oberholser’s dates were incorrect, .Nanodes is nevertheless invalid.

In the Zvaité dOrn. p. 205, Lesson proposed Lathamus as a substitute
for Nawodes (preoccupied). Oberholser rejected this name, as he contended that
Lathamus had been used in the Ceaturie Zool. p. 63. pl. 18 in conjunction with a
bird which was not congeneric with discolor Shaw, and that this usage appeared
anterior to the Zraité introduction. Oberholser used as dates those on the title
pages of the two publications, namely, 1831 for the Z7«ité, and 1830 for the
Ceut. Zool. But the latter was obvionsly incorrect, as articles in the Cent. Zool.
bore dates ranging from 1822 to March 1831.

Moreover in the Journ. wutour Globe du © Thetis,” ii, p. 313, 1837, Lesson
stated he had introduced new names for the divisions of Parrots in the Traité
poblished in 1530, I therefore endeavoured to fix the dates of issue of the
Traité and Cent. Zool. so that the priority of Lathwmus in Traité or Cent. Zool.
should be settled. As it is probable that these dates will have a bearing npon other
matters as well as the one at issne I herewith give my results.

The Bibliothtque I'rancaise gives as dates of receipt of the parts of the 7ait’
d"Orn. as follows :

I livr.  No plates. In 8 de B sheels, pp. 1-80. IPeb. 13, 18340,
2, 19 plates and 15 plates. 5, pp. S=1600 May §, 1830.

3, 15 In>*deb ,, pp.160-240. July 1o, 1330,

0, 1y, » D, pp. 241-320. Sept. 25, 1330,
5y - — pp- 321-400, -

6e = — pp- 401-450. About March 1, 1831,
0, I plates. In 8¢ de 5 sheets, pp. 431-560.  April 9, 1531,

>, b, o 3, pp-otl-eud. June L, 1831,
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The pagination is estimated, parts as issued not being available to me.

This would give as date of publication of Lathamus of the Traité d’Orn.
Jaly 10, 1830,

From the same source I obtained iuformation regarding the Centurie de Zool.,
thus :

1 livr. No plates. Tn 8 de 2 sheets; in 4° de 4 sheets. March 20, 1830.
P o D - m 2 g Oct. 2, 1830,
- 5 . 5 1 sheet Jan, 29, 1531.
4° and 5° livr. — — —

6°, 75, and 8¢ live. 15 plates.  Un senl cahier de 3 sheets. July 9, 1531.

9¢ to 12¢ livr. — — —

13¢to 16° , 20 plates.  Un seul cahier de 31 sheets. May 19, 1832,

« L cahier annoncé anjonrd’hui est le dernier ” is added to this notice.

From this it is conclnsive that Lathamus of the Cent. Zool. conld not have
have appeared until after the Tr«eité usage.

A complication at first sight appears by the notices of the Cent. Zool. given in
Yernssac’s Lull. des Sci. Nat.  In vol. xix. p. 321, No. 156, November—December
1820, a notice is given of its appearance, and twelve plates are indicated as forming
livr. 1 and 2, In vol. xxiii, p. 261, No. 153, November 1830, another notice
is given of livr, 1—5, and here the contents of livr. 3—5 are given as 5 pls.
each, and £2. (Lathamus) aurifrons is mentioned as part of livr. 3. In vol. xxiv.
p. 851, No. 222, March 1831, live. 6—12 are noticed.

That all these notices are preliminary is proved by the receipt of the parts as
given by the Bibliotheque Francaise.  The first appeared without plates, and the
second with five only instead of the twelve noted above in the first notice. The
second instance appears similarly as preliminary note with regard to livr. 3—3,
as there 2. (Lathwnus) aurifrons is given as part of Iivr. 3, which contained five
plates only, and this, with the twelve noted, only makes seventeen, whereas
L. (L.) aurifrons is plate 183,

Fxamination of the dated articles in the Cent. Zool. shows that the majority
of the first twelve bear dates October—November 1829, pointing out that the
first notice was written probably from MS. The text to plate 74 is dated March
1831, whilst the Postscriptnm at the end of the work is dated February 1831.
Consequently no reliance can be placed npon these dates or the notices in the
Bulletin, and the only trustworthy dates are those given in the Bibliothtque
Francaise.

As Lesson was one of the reviewers attached to the Bulletin, it is easy to see
how such preliminary notices could be written.

The name selected by Oberholser, namely Zupheme Wagler, appeared in the
Abhandl. &k Wissensch, Miinchen, i. p. 492, and the date accepted by Oberholser,
1832, may be admitted. This paper has sometimes been qnoted as 1829-30,
but a footnote on p. 502 quutes the Bullet. Unie. 15331, p. 241, This appeared
in June 1531, so that at the earliest it was later than that date.

Oberholser, when admitting Lathamus of the Cent. Zool., wrote that its
connection with the species there fignred “ malkes it & synonym of Dolborhynchus.”
Of course this was purely an error, as that name was not introduced nuntil almost
thirty yeurs after the issae of the Cent. Zool.
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Page 57 @ Species 405, Cuculus pallidns Latham, Ind. Orn. Suppl. p. Ix (1301)
replaces C. inornatus Vig. & Horsf.

Dir. IHartert, in the Nor. Zool. xii. p. 217, 1905, first cast doubt upon the
traditional identification of Latham's DPale Pigeon with the Cuckoo. From an
examination of the Watling drawings, from which Latham drew up his descriptions,
Sharpe (/fist. Coll. 13. M. vol. ii. p. 145, 1906) tentatively referred the type drawing
of Latham's Pale Pigeon to Lopholaimus untareticns Shaw.  Such an extraordinary
ilentification led me to examine the Watling drawings, which are preserved in the
British Mnscum, and 1 find the drawing to be unmistakably of the Cuckoo, and
hence Latham's name must be reiustated. The points of inaccuracy raised by
Dr. Hartert are visible on the drawing, but it is quite a good representation of the
Cuckoo, and lowever Sharpe wrote his note comparing it with L. antarcticus
1 cannot understand, save that it was purely a lapsus calami.

Page 572 Species 406, Cacomantis rabricatus Latham, Ind. Orn. Suppl. p. lv
(101)
replaces €, rafulus Vieill.
Species 407, Cacomantis variolosus Horstield, Trans. Linn. Soc. Lond.
vol. xv. p. 300 (1826)
replaces C. flabelliformis nee Lutham,

” ”»

The nomenclature of these Cackoos has been the subject of some discussioun.
North, in the /bés, p. 53, 1906, has, from an examination of the descriptious, reversed
the traditional identifications, preferring rufulus Viellot, Noue. Dict. d'Iist. Nat.
vol. viii. p. 284, 1317, for the species previously known as fubelliformes Latham,
and using fabelliformis Latham for the specics known as zariolosus Horsfield.
Sharpe, in the Flest. Coll. B. M. ii. p. 121, 19006, recognised the Watling drawing
upon which abelliformis was fonnded as applicable to that species as commonly
understood, though he pointed out many inaccuracies. This figure was reproduced
in the Geueral Synopsis, and it is obviously not applicable to any Australian
Cuckoo : the black band on its throat prevents its adoption for any species,
and I therefore reject Aubelliformis as indeterminable, and probably extra-
Australian,  When cexamining the Watling drawings I recognised that some of
them, such as this, are obviously not representations of Australian birds, however
untrustworthy they might be. I do not consider auny of the drawings untrust-
worthy, as the great majority are recogunisable at sight, whilst most arc really
good figures.

The Watling drawing No, 202, upon which is founded the Syleiw rubricata
Latham, /nd. Orn. Suppl. p. Iv, 1501, is a splendid representation of the bird
previously kuown as _flabelliformis Latham, and was so recognised by Sharpe (p. 142)
when dealing with the Watling drawings. Consequently it is available for this
species, and we can resume cariolosus Horstield for the species previously kuown
under that name, but which appearcd in wy Hendlist as flabelliformis.

It may not be out of place to note that in the Watling drawings, Nos. 202 and
203 are both named Ruddy Warbler, the latter named as Yemale.  This latter was
correctly identified by Sharpe as Lopsaltria australis.

The description of the Ruddy Warbler in the Glen. Syn. Suppl. ii. p. 249
is based upon both figures, but the dexcription in the fud. Orn. Suppl. 1. v, upon
which the name rubricate stands, applies solely to the Cuckoo.



(17)

Latham’s description is insccurate only in the colonr of the feet, which are
given as “flavi,” and which the figure shows dark.

Page 59 : Genns COXXI11Y. dlenura Latham, Suppl. Tndex Orn. p. Ixi (1801).
replaces Menure Davies (1802),
w5 opeeies 418, AL . hollandiue Tatham, Suppl. Indez Orn. p. Ixi (1801).
replaces J/. superba Davies (1802).

In the 7vuns. Linn. Soc. Lond. vol. vi. p. 207 Davies deseribed Menura
superba.  The date of this introduction has been nsnally given as 1800, and it has
been preferred to Menura n. hollandine Latham, Suppl. Index Orn. p. Ixi, 1801,
But thongh Davies’s note was read in 1800, an additional note (p. 210) is dated
June 19, 1801, and, as a matter of fact, it was not pnblished nntil 1802, as Mr.
Sherborn has already pointed ont (/adex Auimalinm, p. 607, 1902). Consequently
Latham’s names have absolute priority, and must be accepted.

Page 6S : Species 504, Coracina melanops Lath. must be resnmed for this species.
g I JZ I

Sharpe, in the [list. Coll. £3. M. ii. p. 113, when explaining the Watling
drawings, pointed ont that Lanius robustus seemed to be the first name given to
the bird commonly known as (raucalus melunops Lath., and npon this anthority,
in my Handlist, 1 included species No. 504, Coracina robusta Lath. = C. melanops
Lath.

Re-examination of the Watling drawings having indicated errors of identifica-
tion on the part of Sharpe with regard to some species, which are noted in this
paper, I carefnlly went into the matter again. With the birds in front of me I find
that robustus is not applicable, whereas No. 58, the type of Coreus melanops, is a
splendid representation. We are therefore compelled to resnme melanops, as it
undoabtedly should never have been changed. The type fignre of robustus shows
that Latham’s description (Gen. Syi. Suppl. ii. p. 74) is correct— the head and the
whole of the neck as far as the breast are black . . . the tail in colour like the body,
crossed mear the end with a broad bar of black, but the very end of it is nearly
white.” These characters at once divorce the name robuséus from connection with
melanops.

Page 70: Species 526. Psoplodes olivacens Latham, Suppl. fnd. Orn, p. xxvi (1801)
replaces P. erepituns Latham, Suppl. Did. Orn. p. i, 1801,

This alteration will minimise the risk of such an erroneons localisation as that
“in the Zool. Lecord, 1909, Aves, p. 103, when, through the similarity of both the
generic and specific names to Psophic crepitans Linné, this species is relerred to
the OrRDER GRUIFORMES !
Page 74: Species 557. Origmu soliturie Lewin, Birds of New Ilolland, Pl. XV1
(1508)
replaces O, rubricata nee Latham.
This change is necessary throngh the examination of the Watling drawings,

when it is discovered that Syleia rubricate Tatham referred to the bird previously
known as Cacomantis jlabelliformis.

Page 75: Species 564.  In the Noo. Zool. vol. xvii, p. 501 (1910) I proposed
the new name .leanthiza archibald.
This unfortunately appeared without any indication of its novelty ; hence this

note is necessary in order to prevent confusiou,
2
2
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Page ~0: Genus CCLXXIILL Ziaphorilins Oberholser, Proc. dead. Nat, Sei,
Lhilad. p. 212 (1899)
replaces stwytornis Stejneger.

In the Handl. Birds Brit. Mes. vol. iv. p. 246 (1903) Amytornis (Stejneger,
Stand. Nat. 1lst. vol. iv. p. 499, 1885) is used as the genns name for the genus
swytis Lesson (preocenpied).  However, at that quotation twmytornis is virtually
a nude name, and, as far as I can trace, its first systematic use is in the HHendlist
as above (1903). But Oberholser had previously correctly proposed Diaphorillus
for the same genns, and consequently that name must be nsed.

Page S2: Species 646, (fralling cyanolevea Latham, Suppl. Ind. Orn. p. xxv
g I Y ) RUP} I
(1801)
replaces (7. picata Tatham.
The Watling drawing, the type of eyaunoleuca, is a good representation of the
Lird previously known as picata.
Page 84 ¢ Species 658, Ceacticus torquatus Latham, Swppl, lwdew Ovn, p. xviii
(1501)
replaces €, destructor Temmincek.

From an cxamination of Watling drawing No. 27 I made the above identifi-
cation, and npon referring to fZist. Coll. Birdt. Mus. ii. p. 113 (1906) ! found that
Sharpe had obtained the same resnlt ; but by writing © L. torquates becomes a
synonym of . destructor™ 1 had overlooked that the former name had almost
twenty years’ priority.

Page 80 : Species 105, Cliaacteris leucophaca Vatham, Suppl. Ind, Orn. p. xxxvi
(1801)
replaces €. scandens Temminck.

Examination of the Watling drawings confirms this change, pointed ont by

Sharpe (12ist. Coll. Brit. Mus. ii. p. 134).

Page 90 : Genns CCLXXXIX. The anthority for Dicneum is Cuvier.

Dicacwne is usnally quoted as of Cuvier, Régue :Animal, i. p. 410, 1817 : a
reference to Vieillot, Nour. 12ict. et Ilist. Nat. vol. ix. p. 407, 1817, cansed me to
look np the dates of these two works.

From the Biblioth¢que ¥rancaise I gained the foltowing dates of receipt :

La Régue dnimal, 4 vols. in octavo, each 130 sheets plus 14 pls., Dee. 7, 1816,

Regurding the Nour. Dict. 1 obtained ;

Prospeetns noticed . . . o . March 9, 1516.
Amended prospeetns noticed . . . July 20, 1816.
Vols. I, IT., IT1, - 0 0 . Sept. 14, 1316,
w IV, VO VL " . . . Dee. 14, 1316.

» VI, VIILIX. |, . . . March 15, 1817,

» X Xl XII. ” . . . June 21, IS17,

» NI, XTV., XV, noticed . . . Sept. I3, 1817,
o 5 NVE, XVIL, NNTHL . . Deec. 27, 1817,
»  ~NIXL, XX, XXL o . . May 30, 1518.

»  XXIL, XXTIL, XXIV. uoticed . Sept. 5, 1818.
» XXV, XXVL, XXVIL . Dee. 26, 1818,
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This date regarding C'avier is of mueh interest, as it has always been known
that it must have been published very early in 1517, so that the fact of its issue
at the end of 1816 is notewortly.

Page 90 : Species 725. Purdalotus striutus Gmelin, Syst. Nat. i, p. 1003 (1789)
replaces P2, affinis Gonld.
» 91: Speeies 733, Melithreptus lunatus Shaw, in Vieillot, Ois. Dor. vol. ii.
p. 122, pl. 61 (1502)
replaces M. atricayillus nee Latham.
w921 Npecies 741, Melithreptus  atricapillus Latham, Suppl. Ind. Ora,
p. xxxvii (1801)
replaces MM, brevirostris Vigors & Horsf,

In the fbéis, p. 55, 1906, North advocated the adoption of Lathaw’s atrieapillus
for the bird known as “lunnlatus” Shaw. 1le, however, observed that the
distinguishing character of the latter species was not meutioned,

Sharpe ({list. Coll. Lrit. Mus. ii. p. 128, 1906), from a study of the Watling
drawings, independently proposed the rejection of “ lunwlatus” Shaw, and also
preferred atricapillus for the species previously known under the former name,
The absence of the name-character in the description made me dnbions as to the
correctness of identifying “ lunulaties™ and atricapillus. 1 therefore have carelnlly
studied the Watling figures, and find that the above alterations are necessary.
The figure upon which atricapilins was founded is quite a good pictnre of the
bird known as brecirostris Vig. & Horsf. It mnst be remembered that Latham’s
descriptions were drawn up from these figares only, and consequently the colour
values given by Latham depend entirely npon the artists. In the present instance
the figure shows a dark head, which Latham econcluded was black ; but upon
comparing specimens of brecirostris and lunatus (for such is the name Shaw
used) it was seen that the colovation of the figure agreed very well indeed with
that of brevirostris, whereas it disagreed in many particulars with lunatus, which
moreover was thrice well fignred in the same set of drawings, Nos. 124, 130, and
131 (ef. Ilist. Coll. Brit. Mus. ii. p. 132),

Page 94 Genus cexcevii.

Grantiella nom. nov. replaces FLntomophila Gould preocenpied by Horsfield,

Zool. Res. Java 1324,

Page 06: Species 86, Ptilotis norachollundiae Latham, luler Opp. il p. 478
(1790)
replaces 2. ornate Gould.

Throngh misreading the description, Gadow (Cut, Birds ix. p. 242) referred
novachollandine to auricomis Latham.

Page 98: Species 801, Meliornis uigra Bechstein, Kurze Ucbers. p. 196, pl. 37
(1811)
replaces /. sericea Gould.
s 100 Species 821, Motacille flara simillimae Iavtert, Viy. Paliarkt, Fauna,
i, p. 289 (1905)
replaces M. barnardi North, Proe. Linn. Soe. New South Wales xxx.
p. 579 (1906).
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Page 102: Genns (‘CCXX. Stizoptera Oberholser, Proc. decad. Nat. Sei, Philad,
p. 215 (1899)
replaces Stictoptera Reichenbach, preoceupied by Guenée, [ist. Nat.
[nseet. Lépid. vii. p. 51 (1852).

» 1053: Genns CCCXXXI, Culornis is preoceupied, as Mr. Oberholser has
pointed out (roe.dead. Nat, Sei. Philad. p.215,1599),and he has
proposed to use as substitute Lamprocoraz Bonaparte. In this
he has been followed in the [andlist Birds Brit, Mus. v. p. 524,
bnt I cannot see that there are characters to generically separate
this gronp from .plonis Gould, and T propose to use that
geueric name for species 836,

, 107 : Species 874, Coreus marianae nom. nov.

replaces C. auwstralis Gould (not €. awstralis Gmelin, Syst. Nat.
p. 377, 1788, nor Bechstein, Latham’s 1gel, iv. p. 725, 1793).

There are no characters of generic value to separate the species of Corone
Kanp from species of Corcus Linné, and conseqnently the three Anstralian species
are all referable to the latter genus.

The following note regarding the nomenclature of the Wheatears and Chats
seems to be of sufficient importance to be recorded.

Saxicola Bechstein, Ornith, Taschend. i. p. 216 (1802)—type (by snbs. desig,
Swainson, 1827),

S. rubicola = MMotacilla rubicole Linné
mnst be used for the Chats ; and
Ocnanthe Vieillot, dunelyse p. 43 (1816)—type (by tantonymy),

Oe. ocnanthe = Motacilla oenanthe Linné
for the Wheatears.

In the Oraith. Taschend. i. p. 216 (1802) Bechstein iatrodueed Saricole, and
inclnded therein Motacille oenanthe L., M. rubicole Linné, and M. rubctra Linné.
No type was designated, but his figured species was Suxicola rubicola.

Vieillot (Analyse, p. 43, 1816) proposed Ocnanthe, and mentioned as species
Mottenz Boff. (= Motacille oenanthe Linné) and Twrdus lewcurus Latham.
These two are congenerie, and the type by tautonymy is M. oenanthe Linné. In
the Syst. baier. Zool. p. xxxv, 1816, Koeh included in Sarxicola several spe¢ies—
viz, Turdus saratilis Gm., Mot. tithys Linné, Mot. phoericurus Linué, Jot. suecica
Linné, and Mot. oenanthe Linné, and then provided for JMot. rubetra Linné and
Mot. rubicola Linné the new genus Pratincola.

Strietly speaking, Kocl’s action cannot be eonstrned as simple subdivision of
Beehstein's genns, and Vieillot’s action in naming generically the Wheatears alone
would leave the Chats to bear Beehstein’s generic name of Swzicola. Thus actually
by elimination we arrive at the results I have given above.

Forster (Syn. Cat. Brit. Birds, p. 15, 1817) also gave a generic name to the
Wheatears, taking np Vétiflora, and including the Chats in Curruca with the Robins
and others. At p. 54, however, he placed the Chats (yubicola and rubetra) alone in
Saxicola aud preferred Ocnanthe for the Wheatear, while the same year Stephens

(in Shaw’s (fen. Zool. vol. x. pl. ii. p. 564) also aeccepted Vitiflora withont ineluding
the Chats,
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In the 7sis, p. 552, 1822, Boie used Suricole Dechst, for the two Linneati
Chats and 1%t /ora for the Wheatears.

In the List Genera Birds, p. 22, 1840, Gray used 17tj/lora with type
17 oenanthe L. for the Wheatears, and Rubetra with type R. rubetra L. for the
Chats.  In the 2nd Editiou, p. 30 (1841), Gray used Swaxieole DBechst., aud
designated as type S. oenanthe L. for the Wheatears, accepting Fruticicola
Macgillivray, with type /. rubetra L. for the Chats. At p. xi he pointed ount
that fruticieole must give way to Pratineole Koch.

It is this action which has apparently governed all later systematists, and I
find that the type of Swuricolz Bechst. is accepted in the Lmer. O, Union Clecklist,
Srd Bd. p. 365 (1910) as I/ oenantle L. by subsq. desig. Gray, 1841,

Bat even accepting the fype by subsequent designation method, in preference to
the more acenrate onc of elimination, the results I have given must be recognised ;
for Swainson, in the Zool. Jowrn. iii. p. 172 (1827), absolutely named as type of
Saxicola Dechst. the species JMot. rubecola Linné, and nothing whatever can be
urged against this action, save that ratincole Koch had been proposed for the
two species of Chats, and I would have allowed this claim in order to preserve
the general acceptation of the names were it not that Prafineols is inaceeptable
on account of its prior nse by Schrank (Fuuna Boiea 1. p. 200, 1798).

Ymandave Blyth, White’s Nat. Llist. Selborne, p. 44, note (1536)
replaces Sporaeginthus Cabanis, Mus. Hein. i. p. 170, 1850,

Blyth writes : « Amandava punetate mihi Fringilla amandore Linné.”

Sporacginthus ineluded two species, subffuca Vieill. and emandara Linné, and
though Gray in the Cat. Gen. Subgen. Birds, p. 76, 1855, designated the former as
type, in the Cat. Lirds B. M. vol. xiii. p. 319, 1890, amandara is given as type.

Vaginalis versus Chionts.

In Nov. Zool. xvii. p. 503, 1910, I pointed out that two new genera were
proposed by Forster in the Fuckiridion, 1755, and in the XTIIth Ed. Systema
Naturae Gmelin also named the same two genera.

Arguing that the two works were of even date, 1 coneluded that Loth of
Gimelin’s names should be preferred on account of his eitation of species, inasmuch
as Iorster’s genera stood upon diagnoses only. Previous to my note oune of Forster’s
had been nsed and one rejected, but I had been nnable to find any reason for such
action.

My action in preferring Gmelin’s names has now been questioned on the score
of priority, the second part of Gmelin’s Systema Naturae not having been published
until 1789. I therefore endeavonred to settle the matter from that standpoint.

Ilopkinson (Proe. Zool. Soe. Lond. p. 1035, 1907) has worked oat the dates of
Gmelin as far as he could trace. 1Ilis results are :

Part 1. Farliest notice traced 23. vii, 88,
s 1L - 5 y 20, 1v. 89
I ” . 20, xi. 89.

As in the fudes Animalium Sherhoru had dated both Parts L and IL 1788, [
referred to him for data. With his nsual unfailing courtesy he referred me to the
(iotting. Jluzely., and there I found the notice of Part II. in the April 20, 1789,
uumber, p. 641, and I also found, what to me was more important, a notice of
Forster's Lnekiridion in the number for March 27, 1788, p. 480,
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Thus, as the carliest date of Gmelin’s Part 1. yet traced, as above, is July 25,
1753, both Forster's names must be accepted oun the grounds of absolute priority.
(‘onsequent]y—
Chionis Fovstev, Enchiridion p. 37, 173~ (before March 27)
must be resnmed instead of Vuginalis Gmelin, 1759 (before April 20),
but—

Callucas VForster, Knchiridion p. 35, 175 (earliest notice March 27)
will replace (/lawropis Gmelin, Syst. Nat. XTHth Bd. Part L. p. 363,
175> (earliest wotice July 25).

I would like to point ont that Jlucrork unphus Fovster (Syn. Caf. Brit. Dirds
P 22, IN17) appears to be invalidated by the prior use ol the same name by
G. Pischer in the Zoognrosia i p. 91 (1813).

Limnodromns Neuwied (1833) scems to be the next name to use.

Gallirallus Lalresnaye, ler. Zool. iv. p. 243 (1541), must be used for the
Woodhens of New Zcaland, the well-known Ocydromus having been used by
Scheltenberg (Heleet. fontomol. vol. ii. p. 16, 1306) gwenty-four years prior to
Wagler's use. (I have been asked to include this note by My. Tom Iredale.)

Micropsitta Lesson, Traité d’ Orn. p. 646 (1531)

replaces Nawsiterne Wagler, _Vhandl. Ak. Wissenseh. Mdinchen i.
P 08 (I832),
Adratinga Spix, e, Bras. i, 20 (1824)
replaces Cownras Kuhl, Mon. Psitt. p. 4, 1820 (not proposed
generically).

The reasons for these changes I have given when dealing with Soleroglossus

Ranzaui.




